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Abstract: 

The Central Asian manuscript fragments contain parts of two versions of a Sanskrit 
Sarvastivada Bhiksupratimoksasutra. In addition to deviations between both versions, each of 
them shows different degrees of influence from the Mulasarvastivada Bhiksupratimoksasitra. 
In order to verify whether variants are solely different in wording or whether they also imply 
varying contents a thorough examination of each single rule is necessary. In the present 
contribution, I examine the variants in Nihsargika Patayantika 27, counted as 26 in some of the 
Sarvastivada sources and in the Mulasarvastivada Bhiksupratimoksasutra. 
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A Sanskrit Bhiksupratimoksasitra (BhPrMoSu) of the Sarvastivada (Sarv) tradition estab- 
lished on the basis of 308 Central Asian manuscript fragments which, according to the edi- 
tor’s estimate, belong to about 211 manuscripts was published by Georg von Simson in 
2000.' 174 of these manuscripts, that is, 82.5 percent, come from Kucha and surrounding 
areas (Kizil, Duldur Akur, Jigdalik), 9 percent from Shorchuk (19 mss.), 2.8 percent from the 
Turfan oasis (6 mss.), 0.5 percent from Dunhuang (1 ms.) and 5.2 percent from unknown find 
spots (11 mss.).” The version established by von Simson in his main text, called version B by 
him, is to the largest part documented in manuscripts from Kizil or probably from Kizil, 
which made von Simson assume that it probably originated in Kizil. This version represents a 
BhPrMoSu that probably was in use later than Kumarajiva’s Chinese translation of the 
Sarvastivada BhPrMoSua (408 CE) which largely conforms to what von Simson calls version 


"Most of the manuscripts have been published in transcription by von Simson in his first volume (von 


Simson 1986), additional ones in the second volume (von Simson 2000, 73-140). Since then several 
Pratimoksasiitra fragments of the Sarvastivadins have been identified and edited: Turfan Collection: 45 
fragments in Wille 2014a; 194 (from SHT IX onwards) and 16 additional fragments in SHT XI, 487f. (from 
6717 frg. 114 onwards); London Collection: 104 in Wille 2014b; 233 (without the fragments of Or.15009 in 
BLSF I and Il which were already edited in von Simson 1986, 2000 for the first time) in BLSF II and IU; for 
Or.15003 (additional fragments), Or.15007, Or.15008, and Or.15015, see Wille 2015a—d. 

* For details, see von Simson 2000, 56-57, and n. 7. 
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A. The latter is mainly preserved in manuscripts from Duldur Akur.’ It is, however, possible 
that both versions originated before 408 CE, because Kumarajiva’s translation also has read- 
ings of the B version in at least two cases.* The oldest manuscript with version B is dated to 
the 5" c. CE on palaeographical grounds.’ The only manuscript dated according to the 
radiocarbon analysis (C14)—namely to the 7" c. CE—is manuscript AO which is not clearly 
assigned to any of the two versions.° Whether the two versions are chronologically or 
regionally diverse remains unclear. However, it is obvious that both versions existed side by 
side.’ The fact that some of the divergences have consequences as to content* renders it prob- 
able that they belonged to different subbranches of the Sarvastivadins. In light of this 
possibility, it is necessary to clarify whether or not deviations are an expression of the 
affiliation to versions A and B or whether they result from other reasons. 

Slightly different Pratimoksas of one and the same nikdya seem to not have been the 
exception, but rather the rule. Clarke (2011, 2012, 2016-2017) has proved the existence of at 
least three deviating Bhiksunipratimoksasitras within the Mulasarvastivada (Md) tradition. 
Emms (2012) showed that the four Mi BhPrMoSza fragments from Gilgit’ represent two devi- 
ating versions of a Mi BhAPrMoSu. The Sanskrit Mi BhPrMoSi edited by Hu-von Hiniiber 
(2003) based on a manuscript from the Northern Sa-skya monastery in Tibet written in Proto- 
Bengali script'® (ca. 11"/12" c. CE) deviates here and there from the fragments in Gilgit,'' and 
may represent again another subdivision. Karashima (2008, 71—90; 2013, 47-90), when 
publishing Sanskrit fragments of a Mahasamghika (Ma) or Mahasamghika-Lokottaravada 
(Ma-Lo) BhPrMoSu allegedly from Bamiyan which slightly deviates from the BhPrMoSis of 
both these schools, stated that “these differences are due to local differences or subdivisions 
among the schools”.'* Nanatusita (2017, 196, 217), however, thinks this BhPrMoSi to have 
been compiled under adaptation of terms from a Mt and/or Sarv BhPrMoSu or a mixed 


recension of these two. The existence of further BhPrMoSu fragments which do not conform 
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with any of the schools known to us,’ indicates that the diversity of nikdyas or nikdya 


Von Simson 2000, 4. 
* Von Simson 2000, 7 (5.2.3), 10 (5.2.16; below, pp. 47-49); see also von Simson 2000, 2-3. Concerning 
versions A and B, von Simson (2000, 19-55; see also 3-4) lists which manuscript follows which version as far 
as this can be determined. 
* This is manuscript AA written in Script type III (Turkestan Gupta type), von Simson 2000, 3. 
° AO (SHTI 84). The C14 dating accords with the palaeographic dating, see Allon, and others 2006, 280. 
7 Von Simson 2000, 3. 
* For instance NP 13 in version B has a different meaning because of the addition of the words kalydna- 
kamatam upddaya (I do not share von Simson’s opinion that this only is an addition considered to be an 
explanation without legal consequences [von Simson 2000, 9: “Der ... Zusatz in Version B ist wohl nur als 
Erlauterung und nicht juristisch als Bedingung zu verstehen’”’]; see also Pat 52 (von Simson 2000, 11) and Pat 68 
(von Simson 2000, 12 [5.2.26]; see also Ogihara 2013, 202, who refers to a Tocharian B fragment that goes with 
version A, and one that conforms to version B concerning two different passages of this rule). 
° For a facsimile edition, see Clarke 2014, 229-277. 
'°. Hu-von Hiniiber 2006, 283-337, with information on this manuscript. 
In her unpublished edition Hu-von Hintiber (2003) also noticed variants in the four Gilgit BhPrMoSu frag- 
ments (see above n. 9) 
2 Karashima 2008, 72. 
‘There is, for instance, a Kharosthi script manuscript in the Bajaur collection (Gandhara; Ist/2nd c. CE) with 
two different versions of a BhPrMoSu on its two sides, both covering nearly the same rules (NP 1-9 and 1-8). 
One version is closer to that of the Th and Ma-Lo, the other one to that of the Sarv and Mu (Strauch 2008, 26; 
Strauch 2014, §4). Two Sanskrit BhPrMoSu manuscripts (A and B) from the Southern Silk Road (Khadaliq) be- 
long to unknown schools. Manuscript A shows a similarity in wording with the Sarv and Mu, but in the 
sequence of the Patayantika rules it follows the Th tradition (Wille 2009, 50-64). In cases where the wording of 
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ll. 


subbranches was larger than hitherto anticipated." 

A thorough comparison of the two Sarv BhPrMoSiu versions based on the Central Asian 
manuscripts might yield further insights into the character of these two versions. Some of the 
deviations concern the sequence of the rules, others are mere variants in wording, yet others 
show differences as to content.'* Furthermore, we cannot exclude the possibility that one or 
another manuscript contained incorrect readings. Naturally such an investigation needs to 
take into account the Chinese translations of the Sarv BhAPrMoSu and the Vinayavibhanga 
(VinVibh), as well as corresponding Tocharian versions.'° The Vinaya fragments in Tocharian 
belong to the Sarv, but there are fragments which reflect version A and others which reflect 
version B (Ogihara 2013, 202). There is also one case where the Tocharian fragment con- 
forms to one of the Sarv BhPrMoSu manuscripts which has the same reading as the Miu tradi- 
tion (Ogihara 2012, 170, 175). As Ogihara (2013, 203) states Tocharian B VinVibh fragments 
when they deviate from the Sarv text sometimes conform with the VinVibh of the Mi.'’ This 
possibly is also valid for Tocharian A fragments.'* Thus the situation here is of a similar com- 
plexity as in the case of the Sanskrit fragments. 


The sequence of Nihsargika Patayantika 26 to 28 

Concerning the rules Nihsargika Patayantika (NP) 26 to 28, the Sarv tradition shows different 
sequences of the rules in various manuscript fragments. The sequence of von Simson’s ver- 
sion B (26, 27, 28) does neither conform to the Sarv VinVibh, which has the rules in the re- 
verse order (28, 27, 26), nor to the Chinese translation of the Sarv BhPrMoSii (28, 26, 27) 
which conforms to von Simson’s version A and the sequence in the Mi BhPrMoSu (Sanskrit 
and Tibetan). Two of these Central Asian manuscripts belonging to version A originate from 
Kizil, two probably from Duldur Akur, and one, that represents a mixed recension (Sarv and 
Ma), from Sangim.”” 


the Sarv and Mi differs, however, this manuscript, to my mind, seems to more often follow the wording of the 
Mu. A Sanskrit BhPrMoSu fragment from the Lavrov collection of unknown origin (but possibly from the west 
of the Tarim Basin) dated to the 4th to 6th c. CE by the editors is tentatively ascribed to the Ma by them 
(Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya and Tyomkin 2000, 24, 29). Nanatusita (2018, 119) rejects this ascription and also 
excludes an affiliation to the Ma-Lo. According to him “there are indications that it might be connected to the 
Dharmaguptaka or Kasyaptya schools.” 

'* See also Wille 2009, 51: “We probably have to question the validity of our criteria for sectarian affiliation 
and their general applicability to this text. We do not know yet, to what extent the compilers of the monks’ rules 
felt free to redact the text at this comparatively late state and in this region.” 

'S. For examples of these deviations, see von Simson 2000, 8-13; for differences concerning the contents, see 
above n. 8. 

"6 Pan 2017, 67-92, for an overview. 

'- See also Pinault 1984, 391-392; Schaefer 1997, 169-170. Ogihara 2013, furthermore, refers to a forth- 
coming paper of his “On some Vinaya-texts in Tocharian B”, Orientalia et Classica. Papers of the Institute of 
Oriental and Classical Studies of Russian State University for the Humanities XXIX, which has not yet 
appeared. 

'8 See Hu-von Hiniiber 1994, 61-64. 

AK, Kizil, Rotkuppelraum, probably version A; AW, Kizil, Rotkuppelraum, version A; ED, Sangim, Pre- 
tatempel, mixed recension, mainly version A, but with readings from the B version and many readings of the 
Mii tradition; probably GB, probably from Duldur Akur, version A, but not fully consistent; probably RG, 
probably from Duldur Akur, version unclear. 
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Sarv In some Sarv mss. which mostly|Sarv VinVibh_ |Sarv Chin. | Sarv Toch. |Mi Skt. and 
BhPrMoSu belong to version A Transl. of the Tib. 
version B BhPrMoSu BhPrMoSu 
NP 26 NP 28 (AK, AW, ED; probably |NP 28 NP 28 NP 28 

also in GB, RG) 
NP 27 NP 26 (AK, ED, GY) NP 27 NP 26 NP 26 NP 26 
NP 28 NP 27 (AK, GB, ED, prob. RG) |NP 26 NP 27 NP 27 


Nihsargika-Patayantika 27 (26) 
NP 27 (26) of the Sarv” is a rule shared with the nuns (bhiksun7) in most of the Buddhist 
schools.” Thus a study of the transmission of this nuns’ rule in the Bhiksunipratimoksasitras 
of the various schools and possibly existing comments on them might further elucidate how 
this rule was understood. 

In addition to the difference in sequence, NP 27 (26) of von Simson’s edition also 
shows a number of variants in wording. The rule is given as follows by von Simson in his 
main text, that is, in version B (2000, 201):” 


dasahandgatayam pravaranayam (BE, GA, GZ; similarly GY) bhiksor utpadyetakalactvaram 
(BL, CG) akamksata tena bhiksuna pratigrhitavyam pratigrhya yavac civarakalasamayda(n) 
(BE °mayam, BR °mayad, GZ °maya) niksiptavyam tata uttaram (AN, BE, ED) upaniksipen 
(AN, BE, ED) nihsargika pataya(n)tika. 


Ten days prior to the invitation ceremony should an out-of-season robe/robe material accrue 
to a monk, that monk, may accept [it] if he wishes. Having accepted it, he may deposit [it] as 
long as the occasion of the season for [the donation of] robes [lasts]. If he should deposit it 
beyond that, there is an offence entailing expiation with forfeiture.” 


In contrast, the rule reads as follows if we insert the main variants put in bold in the footnotes 
by von Simson: 


*° Waldschmidt 1926, 55 (= 1979, 59) gives only number 26 for this rule in the Sanskrit and Chinese versions 
of the Sarv BhPrMoSu. In the Mi BAPrMoSiu this rule corresponds to NP 26, in Gunaprabha’s Vinayasiitra to 
NP 28, in the Mi tradition to NP 18, in the Ma-Lo, Dha and Th traditions to NP 28. 

*l Waldschmidt 1926, 55 (= 1979, 59) in addition to the numbers of the rules of the BhPrMoSii (above, n. 20) 
also gives the numbers of the corresponding rules in the Bhiksunipratimoksasiitras of the various schools: Sarv 
Chinese text NP 16; Mu Tibetan text NP 17, Chinese text none; M1 NP 14, Ma NP 28, Dha NP 17. In case of the 
Th tradition, Waldschmidt mentions no corresponding rule for nuns, but it is NP 29 (Pruitt & Norman 2008, 
160-161). The absence of this rule in the Chinese version of the Mi is confirmed by Shayne Clarke (email 
19.1.2020), and also is evident from Kabilsingh’s (1991, 289-295) English translation of the Chinese version 
where this rule does not appear. 

*. The manuscripts which have the reading of the rule are added by me within round brackets after the 
respective words with the sigla introduced by von Simson. 

**. This rule has been translated by von Simson (2000, 288) as “Angenommen, ein Monch erhilt (héchstens) 
zehn Tage vor der Pravarana-Feier auBerhalb der Zeit ein Gewand, dann darf er es, wenn er will, entgegen- 
nehmen und nach der Entgegennahme bis zum Zeitpunkt der Kleider(verteilung) deponieren. Wenn er es langer 
aufbewahrt, dann ist es ein Nihsargika-Patayantika-Vergehen.” Von Simson translates akdlacivara as if akala 
was used separately as an adverb. He, furthermore, understands yavac civarakalasamayam as an endpoint in 
time “up to the time when the robes are distributed” (“bis zum Zeitpunkt der Kleider(verteilung)’”’). For a 
translation from the Chinese, see Heirman 2002, II 506, n. 85. 
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dasahanagate karttike purnamadse (BR, CG; prob. BA; ED °mdsya[m]) bhiksor utpadye- 
tatyayi(kam civa)ram (BE; GY + zu GY; GZ dyeta a[tly. .. kam civa[ra]m) akamksata tena 
bhiksuna (AK add (ci)varam) pratigrhitavyam pratigrhya ydavac_ civarakdlasamayd(n) 
niksiptavyam (GA; similarly GZ; BE, BU, CG Spitavyam; BR [u](paniksip°?)) tata uttaram 
(AK, GA; CG uttari) dharayen (AK, BL, CG, DL, GA) nihsargika pdataya(n)tika. 

Ten days prior to the full moon in [the month of] Karttika, should a robe/robe material 
[given] in urgency accrue to a monk, that monk may accept [it] if he wishes. Having accepted 
it, he may deposit [it] as long as the occasion of the season for [the donation of] robes [lasts]. If 
he should wear/carry/keep” it for longer than that, there is an offence entailing expiation with 
forfeiture. 


Variants in NP 27 (26) 

1, Dasahandagatayam pravaranayam versus dasahanagate karttike puirnamase 

NP 27 (26) in some manuscripts starts with the words dasahanadgatayam pravaranayam (BE, 
GA, GZ; GY dasaham andgatayam pra°), “ten days prior to the invitation ceremony”. Manu- 
script BE originates from Kizil, Rotkuppelraum, and represents version B; GA probably from 
Duldur Akur follows version B; GZ and GY both probably from Duldur Akur cannot be as- 
signed to any of the versions. This time specification is given in the main text by von Simson 
which in general represents his version B. But the same words are also met with in the Chi- 
nese translation of the Sarv BhPrMoSua which normally follows version A (Huber in Finot 
1913, 501 [NP 26]: “dix jours avant la pravarana”), and probably also in the Sarv VinVibh — 
also version A” — where Rosen translates “zehn Tage vor dem Ende der Regenzeit”.”’ Since 
the invitation ceremony concludes the rains retreat, Rosen’s translation would conform with 
this reading. Thus this time specification is to be met with in versions A and B.* 

A number of other manuscripts read dasahdnagate karttike purnamase, “ten days prior to 
the full moon of the [month of] Karttika.” This variant appears with versions A and B: 
Manuscript BR from Kizil, Rotkuppelraum (version unclear), manuscript CG probably from 
Kizil which mostly represents version A; probably manuscript BA (it has only a very short 
passage) from Kizil, Rotkuppelraum, which mostly represents version B; and manuscript ED 
from Sangim which mostly follows version A, but has many readings corresponding to those 
of the Mi, as is also the case here (reads °mdsya[m]). 

The latter variant is very close to the reading of the Sanskrit Mi BhPrMoSa (NP 26 
daSahanagatayam karttikyam paurnnamdasyam),” and somewhat less similar to the expres- 
sions used in the BhPrMoSu of the Theravada (Th) tradition (dasahandgatam kattikatemdasi- 
punnamam)* and of the Ma-Lo school (NP 28 dasdhandgatam kho puna tremdsam kartiki 
paunnamasi [paurnamasi]).’! The Th tradition characterizes the full moon in the month of 


24. 


“Zu Gy” (Pelliot Sanskrit, petits fragments, 839) was edited by von Simson 2000, 91; but he forgot to 
mention this manuscript fragment in the footnote to the rule (201, n. 391). Together with GY 2 (von Simson 
1986, 253) this fragment reads: utpadyetatyayika[m] (civa)ram. Information courtesy Klaus Wille. 

*. The root dhr has a large variety of meanings in connection with robes. 

*6 Von Simson 2000, 3. 

7. Rosen 1959, 120. 

*8 Tn his discussion of the differences between the A and B versions, von Simson (2000, 10) states that it is not 
clear which of the readings belongs to which version, since the Chinese translation of the Sarv BhPrMoSiu, nor- 
mally version A, here has the reading of version B. 

°° Hu-von Hiniiber 2003, NP 26. 

3 Pruitt & Norman 2008, 42. 

3. Pachow and Mishra 1952, NP 28; Tatia 1975, NP 28 [Ma-Lo]. 
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Karttika/Kattika as “Kattika fullmoon [at the end of a period of] three months” (Pali kattika- 
temasi-punnamam). Since the earlier as well as the later rains retreat last three months, this 
expression could theoretically be considered to refer to both. But the expression temasi, 
“lasting for three month”, does not refer to the duration of the rains retreat, but rather to the 
duration of the rainy season. Kattika-temdasi-punnama is “the full moon in the month of [the 
earlier] Kattika (pathama-, pubba-Kattika)** [at the end of the] three months [of the rainy 
season]. In contrast to that, the full moon at the end of the four months of the rainy season 
which concludes the later rains retreat is called Kattika-catumasi-punnama, “the full moon in 
the month of [the later] Kattika [at the end of the] four months [of the rainy season]” or “the 
later Kattika” (pacchima-Kattika),*’ or komudi catumasini.** By the Ma-Lo, this is expressed 
slightly differently “ten days prior to the [end of the period of] three months, [that is, prior] to 
the Kartik? full moon” (dasahadndgatam kho puna tremasam_ kartiki paunnamdasi 
[paurnamasi]).* The mention of the three months renders it likely that the Ma-Lo, like the 
Th, refer to the first three months of the rainy season, and thus to the first pravarand. 

In the Sarv and Mii traditions the Karttika is not specified and no reference as to the 
numbers of months passed by is contained. A restriction to the earlier pravarand would pre- 
suppose that in the Sarv and Mi traditions, Karttika is alternatively used as the name for two 
months too; to date I have not found any such reference. However, from the point of view of 
content, the pravarand meant in NP 27 can only be the earlier pravarand. The accrual of the 
robe/robe material which may be deposited throughout the robe season (beginning the day af- 
ter the first pravarana) predates the pravarand by up to ten days. Ten days prior to the second 
pravarana would be within the robe season, and therefore any donation would be regular (no 
need for a donation in urgency). Thus in the Sarv and Mi traditions too, Karttika must have 
been used for the month of Asvayuja. Concerning the Mi, in his translation of the rule Yijing 
gives “the earlier three months [of the] summer retreat”, and in the VinVibh he glosses “the 
earlier three months [of the] summer retreat” as “not the later retreat”.*° According to 
Pachow, the Dharmaguptaka (NP 28)’’ and Kasyaptya (NP 26) too relate this rule to the first 
pravaranda.”*® 

The fact that all other schools, as far as versions in Indian languages are available, refer to 
the full moon of the month of Karttika, renders it likely that the variant referring to the 
Karttika is the older one, and that at some time before 408 CE (date of Kumarajiva’s Chinese 
translation of the Sarv BhPrMoSi) it was replaced by the pravarana variant. This 
replacement could be understood as an attempt to avoid the mention of the Karttika month 


* DOP I sv. Kattika. 

DOP Ill s.v. pacchima-kattika. 

DOP 1 s.v. komudi; II s.v. caétumasini. 

*  Heirman 2002, II 506, n. 85, translates from the Chinese version of this rule for monks of the Ma (translated 
between 416 and 418 CE): “If, ten days before the end of the summer retreat, a bhiksu obtains an emergency 
robe, he may personally accept it, if he needs it and he may keep it until the robe season.” Thus the Chinese 
version of the Ma seems to neither mention the pravarand nor the Karttika. 

°° Thanks to Shayne Clarke for this information (email, 10.1.2020). 

*’  Heirman 2002, II 447, translates the corresponding rule for nuns from the Chinese as follows: “If, ten days 
before the end of the three summer months, a bhiksuni [is offered] an emergency robe, and if the bhiksunt 
knows that it is an emergency robe, she should accept it. After having accepted it, she should keep it until the 
robe season. If she keeps it longer, she [commits] a nihsargika pacittika.” 

* Pachow 1955, 119: “ten days before the end of the third month of the summer”; “summer” here stands for 
the rainy season. 
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which actually stood for the ASvayuja—a fact that seems to not have been as well known in 
the Indian Vinaya schools as in the Th tradition—, or the replacement took place because the 
earlier pravdrand was the regular or main pravdrand.” Whatever may have caused this 
change, the different wording of the two versions does not imply a difference as to content. 


2. Akdlacivara versus atyayikacivara 

The second significant difference of readings in NP 27 (26) concerns the robe which is given 
to a monk. In the main text (B version), von Simson reads akdlacivara, “out-of season robe/ 
robe material”, that is, a robe or robe material given at a time other than the right time. This 
variant is preserved in two of his manuscripts. In the footnote, the reading Gtyayika civara, 
“an urgent robe/robe material” or “robe/robe material [given] in urgency” is given as 
preserved in two other of his manuscripts, though it in fact is contained in three of them. The 
reading akalacivara is contained in manuscript BL which comes from Kizil, Rotkuppelraum, 
and represents version B, and in manuscript CG which comes probably from Kizil and mostly 
represents version A. Thus there is no clear connection of the reading akdlacivara with any of 
the two versions.*’ A manuscript from the Hoernle collection of unknown findspot recently 
identified by Wille may also have read akdlacivaram."' Rosen in her edition of the Chinese 
translation of the Sarv VinVibh gives the reading akdlacivaram in a footnote adding it to the 
Sanskrit text. Actually Rosen gives the reading of the Sanskrit text as printed by Finot (1913, 
501). In cases of lacunae she complements the text based on the Chinese translation of the 
Sarv VinVibh (Rosen 1959, 12—13). In the present case Finot (1913, 501) only reads civaram, 
indicating a lacuna before this word. The Chinese VinVibh clearly is based on a Sanskrit 
atyayika civara. Thus it is completely unclear why Rosen adds akd@la and not atyayika to the 
Sanskrit text,” especially since she translates dtyayika civara, “eine dringend dargebotene 
Gabe” (Rosen 1959, 120). 

Among the manuscripts consulted by von Simson, @tyayika civara is testified in manu- 
scripts BE from Kizil, Rotkuppelraum, representing version B,” GY + zu GY (accidentally 
omitted by von Simson), and GZ,” both probably from Duldur Akur (version unclear). 
None of the other of von Simson’s manuscripts which contain parts of this rule has preserved 
enough of this portion to decide whether the manuscripts had akdla- or dtyayikacivara.”* But 
a BhPrMoSii fragment of the Hoernle collection from the Kucha surroundings” newly identi- 
fied by Wille reads (atya)yikam ci(varam), and this also is the reading of a fragment of un- 
known findspot in the Turfan collection.** Furthermore, this also is the reading in the Chinese 


* Tn the Th tradition this is made explicit by naming the first pavdrand the mahdpavarana; see Norman and 


others 2018, 33 and n. 1. 

“Tn discussing the differences between the versions, von Simson does not mention the variants akdlacivara/ 
atyayikacivara. 

4 Wille 2015d, 513 (Or.15015/173 Ba /// .. dyeta a[k]. /// 

®” Rosen 1959, 120 n. 1. 

BE BI. 60 v1 dyetatyayi(kam civa)ram. 

“von Simson 2000, 201, n. 391; see above, n. 24. 

® GZrl /// .. dyeta a{tly. .. kam civa[ra]m. 

“° Manuscripts AK, AN, BA, BR, BU, DL, ED, GA. Unfortunately two further Sanskrit fragments (identified 
by Wille after the publication of von Simson’s edition) which cover this rule, one from Murtugq (SHT XI 4724 
rz), and one of unknown findspot (SH7 XII 7316) also do not contain this portion. 

“7 Wille 2015b, 36 (Or.15007/82 v4 yikam ci///). 

‘“ SHT XII 6451 Ra /// + [a]tyayikam [ci|vara ///. Information courtesy Klaus Wille. 
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translations of the Sarv VinVibh (Rosen 1959, 120) and the BhPrMoSu (Huber in Finot 1913, 
501 “done pressant”). The Tocharian fragment preserving parts of NP 27 unfortunately does 
not contain this portion.” A Sarvastivada Bhiksunipratimoksasitra fragment covering the 
corresponding rule for nuns obviously also reads Gtyayikam civaram.” The BhPrMoSis of 
other schools also have civara dtydyika/atyayika (Ma, Ma-Lo), adtyayika civara (Mi, Skt.),”' 
accekacivara (Th). None of them reads akdlacivaram. The same holds true for the Chinese 
translations of the VinVibhs of the Mahisasaka and Dharmaguptaka.” 

From the point of view of content, there is a difference between the two terms. 
Akalacivara is the counter term to kdlacivara. A kalacivara is an “in-season robe/robe mate- 
rial”, that is, robe/robe material given at the “[right] time” (Ada/a). “[Right] time” in this con- 
nection is the robe season, that is, the season for robe donation in the last month of the rainy 
season. If, thereafter, a community opens the kathina period which regularly lasts four 
months, the robe season becomes as long as the kathina period lasts. In that case, the five 
months (1 month donation time and 4 months kathina period) are “the [right] time” (Aa/a) or 
robe season. In addition, even robes given at the right time count as akdlacivara if they are 
given for specific monks, at least in the Pali tradition (Vin III 204,3—5). 

An atyayika civara (Pali accekacivara) is a robe given because of some urgent reason to 
specific monks or a specific rains residence up to ten days before the invitation ceremony on 
the fullmoon of Agvayuja. It thus is an akdlacivara because of the time period in which it is 
given and, in addition, can be an akdlacivara when it is given to a specific monk.* Since, 
however, the time period for its donation is restricted to the ten days before the pravarana, it 
is different from akdlacivaras given at any other time. It, furthermore, is different insofar as 
the premature donation is caused by some urgent reason of the donor like illness, a forthcom- 
ing journey, etc., which does not allow the donor to wait till the beginning of the robe sea- 
son. Unlike other akdlacivaras, the dtyayikacivara may not be kept once the robe season is 
closed. Neither the ten days’ protection valid for surplus robes (atirekacivara) according to 
the first NP is applicable, nor the time period of one month allowed according to the third NP 
for the depositing of an insufficient akdlacivara that accrued when the robes had been made 
up and the kathina period is closed.” Thus, though the dtyayikacivara is an akdlacivara, it 
has a further characteristic not shared by other akdlacivaras. Therefore, the term akalacivara 
is wider than the term Gtyayikacivara, and not fitting in the context of this rule.*° 


*- | thank Hirotoshi Ogihara (email, 15.1.2020) for referring me to the online publication and translation of 


this fragment (https://www.univie.ac.at/tocharian/?m-tht1460a) which is listed by Pan 2017, 75. 

 SHT X 3216 v2 /// [k].c@va[r](a) .. + ///. Information courtesy Klaus Wille. 

*' The Tibetan version speaks of a “set of robes” (Vidyabhusana 1915, 50 [NP 26]). Gunaprabha’s Vinaya- 
sutra, where this rule is counted as NP 28, designates it as dtyayikanaihsargikah (Vin 2.901). See the 
preliminary transliteration of the ms. found in Tibet by Rahula Sankrityayana by Yoshiyasu Yonezawa and 
others (Institute for Comprehensive Studies of Buddhism, Taisho University), available on GRETIL (http:/ 
/gretil.sub.uni-goettingen.de/gretil/1_sanskr/4_rellit/buddh/vinsutru.htm). Mvy 8412 (NP 26) mentions 
karttikatyayikam. 

°** Thanks for this information to Shayne Clarke. Pachow, unfortunately, does not mention the robe for most of 
the schools, and thus is of little help here. 

°°. The notion that an accekacivara turns into a kalacivara once the robe season has begun (so Heirman 2002, 
II 506, n. 86; Matsumura 1996, 214, n. 284) is incorrect. 

* See also Matsumura 1996, 213f., n. 284. 

°° For a long discussion of these circumstances in the Pali commentarial literature, see Kieffer-Piilz 2013, II Z 
177. 


© Nolot’s (1991, 188, n. 76) statement that @tydyikacivara is a synonym of akdlacivara is incorrect. 
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Now, if NP 27 (26) in version B says “[If] ten days prior to the invitation ceremony out- 
of-season robe/robe material accrues”, this restricts the time frame for the donation of this 
akalacivara to a period of ten days before the pravarana, without giving any reason why this 
akalacivara should be treated differently from other akdlacivaras offered, let’s say, eleven 
days before the pravarand. Contrary to that, the reading Gtyayika civara gives a specific char- 
acteristic, namely “given in urgency”, and thus differentiates it from any other akdlacivara. 
In light of this we have to question whether the reading akdlacivara in this rule is an 
alternative reading at all, and not rather a wrong reading. Given the fact that version B of the 
Sarv BhPrMoSu is the only version which has the reading akalacivara, testified by only three 
manuscripts out of altogether fifteen covering portions of this rule, and considering that all 
other versions of Sarv texts and all other schools have a form of Gtvayika civara, it is highly 
probable that akdlacivara here is a wrong reading.”’ If that assumption proves right— and the 
content of this rules renders this highly probable—the reading akdlacivara needed to be re- 
placed by d@tyayika civara in von Simson’s version B. 

Two of the manuscripts which transmit akdlacivara (BL and CG) either come from Kizil 
or probably from Kizil, and also share some other readings. Both have the reading dhdrayen 
instead of upaniksipen in conformity with the Mi (see below, 3.). CG further reads uttari 
typical for the Mu instead of uttaram (not preserved in BL) which is typical for the Sarv. BL 
and CG (together with BR) also share the same beginning of NP 28 (bhiksavas cet 
sambahula) which again conforms with that of the Mu. A thorough comparison of these two 
manuscripts might possibly yield further insights concerning their relation. The third manu- 
script is quite small, and does not allow to see its relation to the other manuscripts. 


3. Upaniksipen versus dharayen 

The third deviation is the usage of dhdrayen instead of upaniksipen. In the main text NP 27 
(26) has niksiptavyam (GA, GZ) — with variants niksipitavvam (BE, BU, CG) and [u](pani- 
ksip°?) (BR)— ... upaniksipen (AN, BE, ED). In the footnote, dhdrayen is given as a variant 
for upaniksipen in manuscript AK from Kizil, Rotkuppelraum, which possibly follows ver- 
sion A, manuscript BL from Kizil, Rotkuppelraum, which represents version B, manuscript 
CG probably from Kizil, and mostly representing version A, as well as manuscript GA 
probably from Duldur Akur, representing version B. Thus again there is no clear connection 
of this variant to versions A or B. Based on the regular structure of such sentences one would 
expect identical or similar verbs used for the future passive participle and the finite verb. This 
is not given in niksiptavvam/ niksipitavyam ... dharayed. If we compare the other schools’ 
BhPrMoSus they have niksipitavyam ... niksipeya (NP 28) in case of the Ma-Lo school, 
nikkhipitabbam ... nikkhipeyya in the Th tradition (NP 28), and dharayitavyam ... dhadrayen 
in the Mi tradition (NP 26). Thus the Sarv reading niksipitavyam could be an influence from 
the Ma-Lo (niksipitavyam) or Th (nikkhipitabbam), while dharayen obviously is an influence 
of the Mi tradition, but without having adjusted the preceding niksiptavyam to this new finite 
verb. The Mi tradition seems to be the only one which forms both verbs from the root dhr. 
Thus this is a case of Mid influence on versions A and B, which leads to an inconsistent word 


*’ The author of the Vinayasamgraha states that some commentators view the dtvayika civara as akdlacivara. 


This suggests that the author of the Vinayasamgraha does not share this view (information courtesy Shayne 
Clarke). But, as stated above, it is not in doubt that an dtyayika civara is an akdalacivara. However, this does not 
mean that we can replace a@tyayika civara by akdlacivara, since not every akalacivara is an Gtyayika civara. 
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combination niksiptavyam and dharayen in the Sarv BhPrMoSiu and thus, certainly, is not the 
original reading. Since many of the manuscripts which have the reading dhdrayen do not pre- 
serve the niksiptavyam passage, it remains unclear whether one of them perhaps also replaced 
the niksiptavyam by dharayitavyam. However that may be, this difference is later and due to 
Mi influence, and does not imply a substantial difference as to content. 


Conclusions 

When establishing the Sarv BhPrMoSu, von Simson was well aware that he created a version 
which in this form never existed in a single manuscript.** The main reason for this is that 
many of the short fragments cannot be assigned to any of the two versions, that some variants 
come up with both versions, and that there are no manuscripts containing the complete text. 
From the three deviating readings in NP 27 (26) none can be safely connected with any of the 
two versions, because the variants appear in texts and manuscripts belonging to both. The 
first case (replacement of the Karttika variant by the pravdarand variant) probably was an 
attempt to make the rule easier to understand, but does not imply a difference as to content. 
Since Kuméarajiva also has the pravarana variant in his Chinese translation of the BhPrMoSu, 
this replacement must have taken place some time before 408 CE in the BhPrMoSus of at 
least some of the Sarvastivadins. The second variant (akdlacivara for dtvayika civara) 
implies a difference as to content, but since it is pointless, the variant, even though 
documented in three manuscripts, most probably is a wrong reading. Hence Gtvayika civara 
should be the reading in versions A and B. The third variant (replacement of upaniksipen by 
dharayen) is a clear case of Mi influence without creating a real difference as to content. The 
replacement led to a disharmonic wording of the rule in those manuscripts which did not 
replace the earlier verb in conformity with the new finite verb. Whether there are Sarv 
manuscripts where the earlier verb was replaced too, is unknown. No manuscript with such a 
reading has yet been found. 

This brief examination makes plain that a thorough investigation of all the rules is needed 
in order to be able (1) to verify in how far the two Sarv Sanskrit versions of the BhPrMoSu 
mutually deviate, (2) to analyse what these deviations imply and (3) to determine whether or 
not these deviations are so profound as to presuppose the existence of two different 
subbranches of this tradition. 
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*® Von Simson 2000, 2-15, especially 15. 
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